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STATE OF UTAH
NATURAL RESOURCES
Oil ,  Gos & Min ing

355 W North Temple ' 3 Triod center ' suite 350 . solt Loke ci1y. ur 84180-1203 . go1-538-5340

December 24, L9B5

.\
g!r/-

Normon H. Bongerter. Governor
Dee C. Honsen. Executive Director

Dionne R.  Nie lson,  ph,D. .  Div is ion Director

CERTIFIED RETURN NLCETPT REQUESTED
P 402 457 79L

Mr. Charles Gent
Genwal CoaI Company
P0 Eox 1201
Huntington, Utah 94527

Dear  Mr .  Gent :

RE:

jmc
Enclosure
cc :  D.  Gr i f f in
73L4Q

As for  S Vlolation No. rs N85-4-23-1
eeJ-+-) -L,  vo)-L+_ r_L,  v6)_4_r_2,  AU |  /u l r lu 'Z,  Emerv

Si.ncerely,

//?t/< t",J
l,1ike EarI
Assessment Off icer

u
N85-4-16-I

.-- I!9 undersigned has been appointed by the Board of 0i1, Gas and Mining astne Assessment 0fficer for assessing penilt ies under UMC/SMC 845.1I-B/+5.L1.

Enclosed is the proposed civil penalty assessment for the above referenced
violations- These violations were issued'by Divlsion Inspector Dave Lof,
f!la-??:l, September 5, t9B5; N85-4-ftr, r,,tay rO, I9B5; c15-4-3-i, uay 2,
L:.25i cB5-4-7-1, June zb, Lees; and cB5-4-5-2, .:unu L4, 1985. nur6 uuclsuc
642.2 et seq. has been utiLized to formulate ihe proposed penalty. By these
rules' 1ny written j.nformation submitted by you o" your agbnt w:.t,n:.n is o.yi
of receipt of this notj.ce of violation has'oLen coni;iderel in determining inefacts suriounding the vi.oration and the amount of penalty.

l{ ithin fifteen.!15) o"y. after receipt of this proposed assessment, you
ox your agent may fi le a written request ior an assessment conference toreview the proposed penarty. (Address a request for a conference to lls. JanBlown at bhe above address. ) rr no timely request is made r all pertinent ditawil l be ieviewed and the penalty wirl be ieasdessed, if neiessary, for afinalized assessment. rabts wiit tnen be consi-dered which were not availableon the date of the proposeO asiEssment due to the length of the abatementperj-od. This assessment does not constitute a requesi for payment.

on equol  opDor lunrty employer



SUI,4MARY OF PROPOSED ASSESSI"TENT OF PENALTIES
-
355 West North Temple f Triad Center Suite 150

SaIt Lake City,Utan g4IBO-tZOl
801-538-5t40

COI"PANY/MINE Genwal/Crandall Canyon PERI,4IT /T ACT /OL5/O72

VIOLATION POINTS AMOUNT

N85-4-I5-l 57

t't85-4-21-I

cB5-4-l-1

c85-4-5-2 ttl

cB5-4-5-2 ttz

cB5-4-7-1

TOTAL ASSESSED FINE

4 days

1 dav

I day

l- dav

$L,26a

L .940

3r000

750

750

750

$9, aso

67

0055Q
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WORKSHEET FOR ASSESSI,,IENT OF PENALTIES
UTAH DIVISICN 0F 0IL, GAs AND MIi,I ING

c0i'trANY/l"trNE Genrval./crandarl canvon NOv tt NB5-4-r6-r

PERf4rT # ACT /O15/O32 ViOLATION

I . HISTORY MAX 25 PTS

UT

A. Are there previous
which fa1l within 1

ASSESSMENT DATE L2/2O/85

violations which
year  o f  t oday ts

EFFECTIVE

are not pending or vacated,
date?
ONE YEAR DATE L2/2T/84

PREVIOUS VIOLATIONS
N83-2-14-1

reW-
-ffi;----

r\O4-Z-I4-I
-^--:----

r\( '4-z-l  /- I
f{84 :[-

N84-4-I4-t PA
J.te5:1pA--
TIB5]ffiZTA-
Tailffi-':--:

v(,)-4-)-Z fA

EFF.DATE PTS
4/L9/85 1

4vfr- _3W --T-
mi6--T--
3TW _T-_
wM----e-/138 

T'--e7-L3W 
---_7_/w-T'.-

PREVIOUS VIOLATIONS
cB4-2-1-l
N84-2-I9-1
NB4-2-21-l
c84-2-2-L

ffi
l \O4-Z-ZU-o t rA

w
NB5-4-7-2 PA

ffi
cB5-4-l-1 PA

EFF.DATE PTS
3/LB/85 5

3t/L-TFirT-
-ffi T-
3W3--5mw T--r7Tr7Er -T-
-9/L-w -6--
3-78rer -n--
m76 -T--
w -T--z2nd76 -T--ffi

1 point for each past violation, up
5 points  for  each past  v io la t ion in
No pending notices shall be counted

to one year
a C0, up to one year

I I .  SERIOUSNESS(e i the r  A  o r  B )
TOTAL HISTORY POINTS

A. Event Violations MAX 45 PTS

Itihat is the event which the violated standard was designed
prevent? Water pollut ion

l lhat is the probabir i ty of the occurrence of the event which a
violated standard was designed to prevent?

IB

MTE: For assigrnent of points in parts rr and rrr, the forlorirg
rylies. Based on tne ralis *mfi"O by the insp"ci*, th€ Asseswrt
Officer wirl determine within wirictr category tte viola11ffi ;"rrs.gegitning at the_miGpoint of the category, tfre AO riII adjust tfre points
F or d9*r uf,irizirE the inspectorrs InO6peratorrs statellents as 

'grdding

6crrEnts.

rs this an Event (A) or Hindrance (B) viotation? Event

1 .

2 .

PROBABILITY
None
Insignif icant
Unlikely
Likely
0ccurred

1-4 2
5-9 7

RANGE
0

I0-14
L5-20

MID-POINT

12
L7
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ASSIG|'| PROSABILITY 0F 6CCURRE'.IC' P'INTS 10

PROVIDE Al',1 EXPLANATI0N 0F P0INTS Assessed as likel based on
statement thqt oollution could ocffi naoeouate c
the settlernenf cond.--T[6 t lre even

o  n t T . f  1 ^ ze ano de entlon lJ-me o
ocum

3. Itlould or did the damage or impact remain within the
exploration or permit area? No

RANGE I4ID.POINT
Within Exp/Permit Area 0-7* 4
Outside Exp/Permit Area g-ZS* 16*In assigning points, consider the duration and extent of
said damage or impact, i-n terms of area and impact on the
public or environment.

ASSIGN DAI"IAGE POII.ITS

PROVIDE Al'l EXPLAI'|ATIO|.I 0F POINTS Per inspector statement, there could be
q sign-ilical,t incqease in the sedi
i1uo .

TOTAL SERI0USNESS POI|.ITS (A or B) 18

III.  NEGLIGENCE I4AX 30 PTS

A. Was this an inadvertent violation which was unavoidable by the
exercise of reasonable care? IF S0 - N0 IIEGLIGENCE;
0R Was this a faiLure of a permittee to prevent the occurrence of
a vioration due to indifference, rack of di l igence, or r-ack of
reasonable care, or the fai lure to abate any violation due to the
same? IF SO - NEGLIGENCE;
0R l{as this violation the result of reckless, knowing, or
intentional ccnduct? rF s0 - GREATER DEGREE or rRuurJHnru
NEGLIGENCE.

No Negligence 0 i4ID-P0INT
Negligence I-I5 8
Greater Degree of Fault 16-70 23

STATE DEGREE 0F NEGLIGENCE Greater deqree of fautt

ASSIGN NEGLIGENCE POINTS 2T

PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION OF POINTS Inspector indicates operator has not
constructed or rulgilqQ the unOi
approved pLans.
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IV. GOOD FAITH l4AX -20 PTS.  (e i ther  A or  B)

A. Did the operator have onsite the resources necessary to achieve
compliance of the violated standard within the permit area? IF S0-EASY ABATEI.4ENT
Easy Abatement Situation

Immediate Compliance -11 to -20*
(Immediately foltowing the issuance of the NOV)
Rapid Compliance -1 to -10*
(Permittee used dil igence to abate the violation)
Normal Compliance 0
(Operator complied within the abatement period required)

*AssigrT 
in rpper or lower hatf of renge depending on abatenent

occurring in lst ot htd haLf of aOatslent perioO,

B. Did the permittee not have the resources at hand to achieve
compliance 0R does the situation require the submission of plans
g_r_io_r^to_physical activity to achieve compliance? rF s0 -
DIFFICULT ABATEMENT SITUATION

Difficult Abatement Situation
Rapid Compliance -l l to -20*
(Perrnittee used dirigence to aoate the violation)
l.lormal Compliance -I to -I0*
(Operator compried within the abatement period required)
Extended Compliance 0
(Permittee took minimal actions for abaternent to stay within
the l imits of the NOV or the viorated standard, or the plan
submitted for abatement was incomplete)

EASY 0R DIFFICULT ABATET'IENT? Difficutt ASSIGN GOOD FAITH POINTS O

PR0VIDE Al'l EXPLANATION 0F P0Il.lTS At tlre time of assessment the tJ0V had not
been terminated. Plans required.

V. ASSESSMENT SUI,IMARY FOR NB5-4-15-I

I. TOTAL HISTORY POINTS
II. TOTAL SERIOUSNESS POINTS

III. TOTAL NEGLIGENCE POINTS
IV. TOTAL GOOD FAITI.I POINTS

TOTAL ASSESSED POINTS

TOTAL ASSESSED FINE

1E
-l_-

T-=T

$1.250

_i, 
'. 

5 1'
OFFICER Mike EarI

FINAL ASSESSI'IENT

57

ASSESSMENT DATE

X

7tL3Q

ASSESSMENT

PROPOSED ASSESSMENT
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WORKSHEET FOit ASSESSI,IENT OF PENALTIES
UTAH DIVISIUi.I 0F OiL, cAS AND i,tiNiNG

c0i'.FANY/i'lrNExenwal/clqndall canyon NOv # N85-1+-2J-I

PERI4IT # ACT /AL5/O32 VIOLATION

I . HISTORY I4AX 25 PTS

A. Are there previcus violations rvhich
which fal l  lv i th in I  year of  today's

ASSESSI,iENT DATE L'2/2O/85 EFFECTiVE

are not pending or vacated,
ciate?
ONE YEAR DATE L2/2L/84

PREVIOUS VIOLATIONS
i.l8l-2-I4-1

EFF.DATE PTS
4/L9/85 t

VI3WT
37L3reT -:f--
-l7]f.^r-r--
V-.LB-;F 

--T---

T/L6-7{ l--e-/w -I-
W'rW-T---7/=5/E 

l--
ffi -0--

L"W-T--

PREVIOUS VIOLATIONS
c84-2-l-1
N64-2-19-1
NE4-Z-21-1
cB4-?-2-L
N84-Z-2'J-6 PA
NB5-4-9-l PA
N8)-4-7-2 PA
NtB5-4-12-i PAw
cB5-4-7-1 PA

EFF.DATE PTS
7/IA/85 5

z;l5/lTI
37LW€ -T--
3/L-Fffi--f-

5/16/89 0-rLBTtr T--
37I7r -r
-r7BT-r-
-EM T-
w T-

Ti,iw3-z-
...Tt----

N64-Z-14-1

]!s-4ffiT-
f f i _ -

t \ i l4-t-15-l

N84-4-14-1 PA-T{65ffi-
-l[dffirzE-
-M5ET-FE-
-c€rffiZE-
reffi

1 point for each past violation, up to one year
5 points for each past violation in a C0, ub to one year
i{o pending notices shal_i- be counted

TOTAL HISTORY POINTS 18

NOTE: For assigrnent of points in parts rr ard rrr, the forlouing
applies. Based on tne raiis r.ppri.o by the inspec€or, the AssessuEnt
Officer vlirr flsfsrmire within wiricn cat6gory trre'vioration farrs.
Beginning at the-mid-point of the category, t;re A0 ,111 arljust ttre points
Yp or dont, ufirizing the inspectorrs 

"trt-op";torrs 
statements 

"s 
buioirqdm.nents.

Is this an Event (A) or Hindrance (B) viclation? Event

I I .  SERIOUSNESS (either A or B)

A. Event Violations MAX 45 PTS

the event which the violated stanctard was
l{ater Pol]ution

l . I'rlhat 1s
prevent?

designed to

what is the probabil ity of the occuxrence of the event which
violated standard was designed to prevent?

PROBABILITY
None
Insignificant
Unlikely
Likely
0ccurred

F{ANGE
0

1-4
5-9

t0-14
L5-24

MID-POINT

2
7

12
17

?
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ASSIG|{ PROBABILITY OF OCCURRENCE POINTS

EXPLAI'IATION 0F POINTS Assessed as cccurred based on in
that lhe sedinent ocnd TiiGEFEi ^ 1 .

d L
+ ^

L7

PROVIDE AN
statenrent
Lab ana s indicated a hr: o + ^ l

LCI L

reek for the

l'lould or did the damaoe or
exploration or permit area?

Within Exp/Permi'b Area

impact remain rvithin the

Qutside Exp/Permit Area B-Z5x*In 
assigning points, consider the duration

said damage or impact, in terrns of area and
publlc or envi-ronrnent.

ASSIGI{ DAI,IAGE POINTS 18

PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION OF POINTS PeT tor  statement,  i t n o t
knoln lrow lonq the discharqe had been offi t  the s t ream

MID-POINT
4

L6
and extent of
impact orr the

turbid
5

5

l^/a
\{a

way down to its confluenEE-wffiE[
stream went from crffi

the  d ischa
had Deen dis

I I I . NEGLIGENCE

No Negligence 0
Negligence I-15
Greater Degree of Fault 15-30

Eoa
o i l  and

TOTAL SERIOUS|'IESS POINTS (A oT B)

MAX ]O PTS

35

A. was this an inadvertent violation which 'alas unavoidable by the
exercise of reasonable care? IF S0 - N0 NEGLIGENCE;
0R Was this a failure of a permitlee to prevent tire occurrence of
a vioration due to indifference, rack of dil igence, or lack of
reasonable care, or the failure to abate any violation due to the
same? IF S0 - NEGLIGENCE;
0R Was this violation the resul_t of reekless, knowing, or
intentional conduct? IF SO - GREATER DEGREE OF FAULTJHAN
NEGLIGENCE.

MID-POINT
B

23

STATE DEGREE 0F NEGLIGENCE Greater degree of fault
ASSIGI{ NEGLIGENCE POINTS T9

PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION0F POINTS Per
should have been ful l
Iai lad to correct the p

aware of the orob
tor statement
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IV .

A. Did the operator have onsite the resources
compliance of the violated standard rvitnin
-EASY ABATEI.IENT
Easy Abaternent Situation

Immediate Compliance -I1 to -2C*
(Iminediately follorving the issuance of the N0V)
Rapid Compliance -l to -10*
(Permittee used dirlgence to abate the vioration)
Norrnal Compliance 0
(0perator compried withln the abatement period requ:-red)

*Assign 
in-rpper or louer harf of rarrp deperuiling on abatement

ocd.rring in lst or 2nd half of anatmrt period.

B. Did the permittee not have the resources at hand to achieve
compliance 0R does the situation require the submission of plans
plf!_r_to_physical activity to achieve conrpliance? IF S0 -
DIFFICULT ABATEMENT SITUAiION

Difficult Abatement Situation
Rapid Compliance -1I to -20*
(Permittee used dil igence to abate the violation)
Normal Compliance -I to -l0x
(0perator complied within the abatement period requirec.l)
Extended Compllance 0
(Permittee took minimal actions for abatement to stay within
the l imits of the NOV or the violated standard, or the plan
submitted for abatement was incomplete)

EASY 0R DIFFICULT ABATEI,|ENT? EasV ASSIGN GOOD FAITH POINTS _5

PR0VIDE AN EXPLANATION 0F P0INTS Operator was to abate immediatelv. NOV
v/as terminated the same day. Opq .

ASSESSMENT SUMh{ARY FOR

I. TOTAL HISTORY POINTS
II. TOTAL SERIOUSNESS PCINTS

III.  TOTAL NEGLIGENCE PCINTS
IV. TOTAL GOOD FAITH POINTS

TOTAL ASSESSED POINTS

TOTAL ASSESSED FINE $1e40 .

ASSESSI,IENT DATE

X

L2/20/85 ASSESSVENT OFFICER MiKe EaTI

necessary to achieve
the permit area? IF S0

V. N85-4-2r-1

' t R

T-fr-
L /-----

67

73L3Q

PROPOSED ASSESSI..IENT FINAL ASSESS},IENT
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OF  OESSATION ORDERS
GAS AND MIN ING

I . I IORKSHEET FOR ASSESSI . , IENT
UTAH D IV IS I0 t , I  0F  0 i L ,

C0MPA l , lY l t / INE  Gen rva l /Cqanda l l  Can r l on

PERI4IT r i t  ACT /  OL5 /  Oi2

INSPECT0R Dave  Lo f

c0  t t  c85-4 -3 - t

VIOLAT IO i {  1 0F1

NATURE 0F  THE CESSATIOTT |  0RDER: Fa i l u re  t o

DATE ISSUED l4av  2 ,  l 9B5

aba te  N0V#  NB5-4 -L2 -1

N o .  f s  I  a n d  7  o f  3 .

DATE qF ABATENTENT 0F cEssATIOr . t  0RDER:

q4 IE  0F  RECEI?T 0F  CaSSATION 0RDER:  i " i a

L IST  THE DAYS_qF  FA ILURE T0  ABATE:  Mav  j

TOTAL  NUMBER OF  DAYS OF  FA ILURE TO ABATE:

NUMBER OF  DAYS X  $750 lDAY =  TOTAL  ASSESSED F I I . IE : $t 0cc
ASSESSI . IE i ' l T  DATE IZ /  ZC/  85 ASSESSI4E I . IT  0FF ICER Mike  E  a r i

PROPOSED ASSESSMENT

O IO9Q

FINAL  ASSESSMENT



' / . lORKSHEE T  FC R  \SSESSI , lEN T
UTAH D IV IS I0N  0F  0 iL ,

Page  1  o f  I

CF  CESSATION CRDERS
GAS AND i ' 4 IN ING

COi , |PANY/ l , 1 INE  Gen rva l /C randa I l  Canyon c0 tF  c85-4-7- l -

PERMIT  'T  ACT /OL5 /O32 V IOLAT ION 1

INSPECT0R Dave  Lo f DATE ISSUED June  2B 1985

N4I ! ]RE 0F  THE cEssATr0N 0RDER:  Fa i ru re  to  aba te  N0v i l  NB5-4-6 -1

OF

DATE OF  ABATEMENT OF  CESSATION ORDER:  Ju I 3 .  L985

DATE qF  RECEIpT  0F  CESSATI0N  0RDER:  Ju l

L IST  THE DAYS OF  FA ILURE TO ABATE:  Ju l

TOTAL  NUMBER OF  DAYS OF  FA ILURE TO ABATE:

NUMBER OF  DAYS X  $750 IDAY =  TOTAL  ASSESSED F I I . . IE : $z:o
ASSESSI4ENT DATE L2 /20 /  S5

010eQ

ASSESSMENT 0FF ICER l ' ' l i ke  E  a r I

PROPOSED ASSESSMENT FI i . IA L ASSESSI, IEN T



WORKSHEET FOR ASSESS i4EN T
UTAH D iV iS ICN 0F  0 IL ,

COI4PANY/ l , t INE  Genwa l /C randa l I  Canvon

Page  I  o f  I

OF  CESSATION ORDERS
GAS A i {D  i I IN ING

c0  #  cB5-4 -5 -2

PERi ' , t IT / t  AcT /  oL5 /  O32 VIOLAT ION I N E
U I

INSPECT0R Dave  Lo f DATE ISSUED June  14 1985

NATURE 0F  THE CESSATI0N  ORDER:  Fa i l u re  t o  aba te  i ' l 0V / l  N  85 -4 -7 -2  i i z

DATE qF ABATE| . IENT 0F cEssATrcN oRDER:  June  L6 .  1965

DATE OF  RECEIPT  OF  cESSATIO I {  ORDER:  June  15 I9  85

L IST  THE DAYS OF  FA ILURE To  ABATE:  June  15 I9B5  t o  June  16 I  985

TOTAL  NUMBER OF  DAYS OF  FA IL I JRE  TO ABATE:

NUMBER OF  DAYS X  $750 IDAY =  TOTAL  ASSESSED F INE : $z:o
ASSESS i ' IENT  DATE L2 /20 /  85

010eQ

ASSESSI4ENT OFF ICER i ' { i ke  E  a r l

PROPOSED ASSESSMENT FINAL  ASSESSMENT



l r l 0RKSHEET F0R ASSESSi , , tEN T
UTAH D IV IS ION OF  O IL ,

C0 i , lPANY/ l ' l INE  Gen rva l /C ianda l  l  Canvon  -
PERt4 IT  t t  AcT /  C t5  /  o32

Fage  I  o f  I

OF  CESSATION ORDERS
GAS AND 14 IN I i ' lG

V IOLAT ION 2  OF

INSPEC TO R Dave  Lo f DATE ISSUED June  LA 1985

I {ATURE OF  T I I I  CESSATION ORDER:  Fa i l u re  t o aba te  N0V / i  NB5 -4 -12 - l  i l 3

c  0  i i  c35-4 -5 -2

DATE 0F ABATEMENT 0F cEssATrON 0RDER:  June  L6 .  L9B5

DATE qF  RECEIPT  0F  CqSSATIO I , |  ORDER:  June  15 I9  85

L IST  THq  DAYS 0F  FA ILURE T0  ABATE:  June  ] 5

TOTAL  NUNIBER qT  DAYS OF  FA ILURE TO ABATE:

NUMBER OF  DAYS X  $720 IDAY -  TOTAL  ASSESSED F INE : $  750

ASSESSI " IENT  DATE L2 /  20  /  85 ASSESSI4ENT CFF ICE ,R  M i l <e  Ea r l

PROPOSED ASSESSMENT

0109Q

FINAL  ASSESSMENT


